




78 Dishonest managers looking to target employees.
79 perceptions that all EPA employees that were attending public meetings were supposed to get sr. mgmt. clearance ahead of time.
80  

81 my data was removed from a report because the administration didn't want to show the 
82 Egos and politics.
83 More guidance is needed for folks completing scientific studies at EPA.
84 You need a "Not Applicable" answer - I do not have any scientific opinions, as I am an Architect!
85 Clear guidance on when pending results should be released when risk assessment/ reporting has not been completed.
86 No basis to respond- hired 8/2020
87 Political appointee involvement in decision-making has thwarted timely release of reports.
88
89 Difficulty understanding what is a policy decision versus a decision that is simply sub-verting evidence provided by science. For instance, in a risk evaluation if risk is indicated 

based on scientific evidence, why is it considered reasonable?
90 Political appointees made decisions that ignored science and were based on politics.  Science was sidelined and ignored for many decisions.  Scientists were removed/replaced if 

they spoke out for science and scientific integrity.
91 I have found that political appointees (both under democratic and republican administrations) exert too much undue influence on the science and decision-making when they 

are not close enough to the work. under the last administration, there were too many deputy assistant administrators trying to wield influence and some of them were not 
qualified to make those decisions.

92
 

93  program supervisors hinder EPA scientific integrity efforts.
94 Joined the agency late 2020 so cannot answer previous questions
95 My position does not involve science
96 having first line supervisors to act as advocates for your behalf really helps deal with scientific integrity issues
97 n/a
98  

99 Editing and delayed clearance of manuscript due to discussions about "messaging" by program office and region.
100 It was clear that high-level appointees at headquarters could not be relied upon to act with integrity and would not take seriously the advice/findings of career scientists if it did 

not suit their own or the administration's political purposes.
101
102 I am new to the agency this time around but when I worked at EPA from 2004 to 2013, I felt comfortable using science and felt supported in sharing and learning more science to 

make EPA's work robust and unbiased.
103 Fear of being misunderstood or be made to look foolish because the scientific themes are complicated.
104 admin
105 In general I don't feel like dissenting opinions are treated well at EPA, especially scientific ones. This is a pervasive issue in program activities regardless of administration. The 

added layer in the past four years has been the culture of fear around dissenting scientific opinions on particular topics and it being across EPA and not just a problem with EPA 
programs.

106 Political interference and reviews that lead to delays in products and edits that were not accurate or supported by the science.
107  

108 not being able to use "climate change" in my presentations and publications.
109

Stated policies aren't worth the dead wood and electrons used to publish them.  Political appointees and lawyers are totally in control of the fiasco that is this agency.
110 The EO that prohibited use of terminology like environmental racism, white fragility, etc.
111 Having to go through additional clearance procedures and notify/wait for comments from other EPA Offices on hot topics. This procedure significantly slows down the process of 

getting scientific information out to journals.
112 I appreciate the clarify and transparency of , however, laying on all of the additional layers of systems, create an additional burden for the scientists.  Some of 

this system integration is helpful, some if it is not, but I don't know if it is truly being seen through a lens of scientific integrity.
113 Too much management - corporatization of hiring decisions, research project decisions, and budget decisions. While this has been worsening with time, but it started well before 

2019.  
 While the problem is reaching it's crux at the moment, this did 

not begin in 2019/2020.  The expansion of term limited positions and contract over internal expertise has also impacted the willingness of employees to voice opinions and has 
eroded trust overtime.

114
My work has been censored, objections I raised about policy decisions based on my analysis of scientific data were discounted, or not fully conveyed to decision-makers by 
middle management. I have become so discouraged at the lack of integrity in my current organization that I am currently looking for a transfer opportunity.

115 Fear of reprisal for any science which did not comport with political leadership's agenda hindered scientific (and other) integrity.
116 Political appointees doubting scientific conclusions and in some cases adding in language with the purpose of discrediting large assessments.
117 New Employee
118 N/A
119
120 Pressure on program offices and regions by special interests to stop completion of documents that were in final stages of completion
121 We were hindered consistently by worries that we "would get in trouble" if we did this or that.  I had never previously heard that term outside of grade school and certainly not 

in a work environment.
122 seeing others around me with high scientific integrity helps a lot
123 Job descriptions have become very narrow; scientific activities for basic and applied research are largely 'extracurricular' for many positions. Change this!
124

Division Directors who are very nervous about scientific studies or their implications, and not wanting to disagree with or place states in a difficult position.
125 AA-level management timelines and review of documents.
126  managers are supportive of science project and efforts, promoting good science. It would be useful to provide travel resources for research projects to oversee contractors 

and ensure data collection quality.
127 There is a "trust" crisis in which a large segment of the population does not trust the integrity of scientific pursuits or assumes ulterior motives - simply relying on a "shield" of 

scientific integrity to justify policy actions may satisfy only the scientists in the short run. Building trust will require non-conventional innovative public engagement that better 
explains the scientific process.
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230 n/a
231 No opportunity for communications staff to understand dissenting viewpoints that stakeholders may have. At the staff level many were concerned about openly discussing this, 

which was especially hard when working remotely and unable to have "offline" conversations.
232 Lack of support from senior managers
233 none
234

Not for me specifically, but I know that work of my colleagues in other division were strongly hindered due to political pressures from previous administration.
235 ELMS and a slew of other redundant tracking systems implemented along with regulatory decisions and rules which were arbitrary and capricious and which distracted from 

assigned work
236 senior management unwilling to raise concerns due to political structure
237 political management. Basically you were blackballed if you presented anything different than what they wanted to hear.
238

This didn't stop or start with the previous Administration
239 1) Lack of budget - 4 years of $0 budget despite the MANDATORY requirements under  2) No management support by the  

without any consideration of the work and the work 
load - more time was spent on considering  

 
 Scientific bias expressed by political 

appointees -- the worst I've seen in 30 years working at EPA
240 People having emotional reactions to data they didn't like.
241 Managers who align themselves with politically-appointed Regional Administrators.  They "hinder" employees.
242 Delay in approving materials
243 same as above
244

One project resulted in a rulemaking supposedly going to be in two parts.  The first part went through and the second part was dropped.  This was not my expectation in 
discussions with mgr and other team staff up to and through the first rule.  Some issues hence did not get addressed for they were put aside for the second rule.

245 Politics whether from the right or left. Science should not be dictated by either side.
246 Many senior politicals and managers have few scientific credentials.
247 Conflict between Contract constraints and science quality
248 EPA administration for the last 2 years
249

QA teams are phenomenal, and while no one likes jumping through hoops, the QAPPs and other procedures ensure we have a great product throughout the system.
250 The fact that politicals could and did go in and alter/censor scientific outputs was demoralizing for all of us, not just those whos products were directly censored.  It also made 

our managment (even more) risk averse
251 The highest levels of decision makers were more concerned about their own policies than scientific integrity, which affected decision makers at all levels.
252 The previous administration did not share or consult regions on issues with national implications.
253 Not very sure
254 Politics
255 Political interference with scientific reports and products undermined the objectives of the Scientific Integrity Policy.
256 political influence by the Trump administration prevented or delayed good scientific decisions from being made
257 Where I indicated somewhat agree, there were some instances where politically appointed leaders hindered scientific integrity; there were others where we fought to craft 

language such that the scientists felt that integrity was preserved.
258

leadership tendency to focus on past decisions or direction for site investigation-- may ignore certain factors or contaminants that might add complications.
259 N/A
260 NA
261 Whether there was actual interference or not, the atmosphere of excess caution and "oversight" implied that certain ideas might not "fly" and had a chilling effect.  I think that 

scientists willingly adapted to the environment ... often on their own ... to prevent impacts on their career.
262 On my previous answer, while they are not directly applicable to my duties, my interaction with my colleagues are the basis of my response.
263 Over focus on boiling everything down to "1-pager" for briefing, which often was edited for 6 months, such that science project could be understood, tho ultimately no decisions 

made.
264 Who cares about science?, it is all about data, data data and bean count.
265 Nobody at HQ cared about science.
266 First line manager is an engineer and expressed negative bias towards scientists.
267 Political drivers hindered scientific integrity during the time period in question (2019-2020)
268 politics
269 The EJ effort is needed and appropriate.  Selecting priority environmental areas, based in part on the demographics of a community, in some cases may lead to impartial 

decisions that are not fully based on science.  The current EJ policy can sometimes lead to errors - a priority site needs to be based on scientific proof of contamination, not on a 
genera rule that EJ areas are more contaminated than others.  Sometimes, highly contaminated areas are not in EJ areas.  These should not be deprioritized because of the 
demographics of a community, in any way.

270 Being kept out of loop.  Input, when allowed, often ignored.
271 Official Time to participated in professional organizations
272 available research data, participation of other government organizations
273 None
274 My first and second line managers have been helpful in discussing the issues noted in the prior two comments. Similarly, my DEO has been a great resource for those types of 

discussions.
275

Political leadership misrepresented scientific findings in documents, including in preamble for a rulemaking. Any comments that I made to documents questioning the scientific 
accuracy of statements that the political leadership had made in that document  and in supporting documents to those policy documents were essentially ignored. Comments 
that other staff scientists, technical experts, and I made in our reviews of a white paper written by a political appointee were ignored.

276 Policy disagreements on how science should be used were pervasive and lead to open expression of challenges at the most senior levels of the Agency.
277 Open and honest communication with the public has been significantly hindered and continues still today
278 trump policies
279 Desired outcomes predetermined.
280 None
281 Program Offices not following the Action Development Process for Tier 1 actions (no workgroup)
282 I'm not a scientist, but my sense is that there were some or possibly many scientific efforts that were allowed to proceed uninhibited over the last 2 years. However, there were 

some high profile actions where there appeared to be a lack of scientific integrity and that might have influenced other actions, as well as the perceptions of the agency's 
scientific integrity as a whole over that time.

(b) (5)
(b) (6)

(b) (5), (b) (6), (b) (7)(A)

(b) (6)



283 Advance notification delays timing.
284 No additional comment.
285 We use any scientific information available at the moment to make decision making about environmental affairs.
286 A few routinely overstep their legal judgement into technical and scientific decisions, trying to overrule the scientific opinions of staff.
287 I think the Trump Administration during openly rejected publicizing scientific results that were not in line with their policies.
288 Managers are too political and lack the necessary scientific knowledge to make appropriate decisions
289 none
290

Although I firmly hold that the following conditions do not reflect the Agency as a whole, in some cases - arrogance, audacity, and a doctrinaire manner of scientific thought.
291

 

292 N/A
293 the extreme politics of the past administration and its extreme efforts to undermine and dismiss science political appointees from the last administration that had no ethic of 

scientific integrity, who ofttimes dismissed good solid science, seemingly not even believing in science.
294  has cloned the staff and any diverse approaches are minimal.
295
296 Policy has driven our rulemaking efforts for the past 10 years, not the science. We have to "change" the science to match the policy
297 None.
298 For 2019-2020, political appointees affected decisions that should have been made based on science and resources.  Instead, some decisions appeared to be driven by political 

forces.
299

Knowing what language is concerning across offices is impossible. There is no functional guidance on how cross-office review works or when it is required at the researcher level.
300 Hinder: # of FTEs at  for chemists
301 The item referenced "my submission to peer reviewed scientific journals" and I have made no such submissions.
302
303 None
304

  

 

305 Republican politics and Trump specifically.
306

Upper management's support of decision-makers who retaliated against scientists who raised valid integrity concerns. This problem did not go away on January 21.
307 N/A
308 Management was willing to ignore problems to help businesses/industry.
309

 

310 political pressure associated with appointed officials hindered advancing science and scientific integrity at the regional level in some cases.
311 n/a
312

Any fear that top level employees will alter the facts/information in a report will hinder scientific integrity efforts as well as believability by the public of any findings.
313 Too many EPA internal bureaucratic obstacles, so scientists don't have the time or mind necessary for the creative expression of scientific environmental systems thinking the 

general public needs to think and act from.
314 State, local, and tribal politics can often hinder any working/final product with any summary or conclusions about scientific data or regulatory ramifications. Technical staff may 

be required to remove or reframe certain conclusions that leave out important context which may greatly diminish transparency to the public. Senior mgmt often have no 
backbone and would rather listen to their groupies than technical staff.

315  

316 Short unreasonable turn-around timeframes hinder my ability to conduct a rigorous technical analysis.
317 oversight by politicals hindered scientific integrity efforts.
318 I worked in an area where the science was explicitly sidelined for policy/legal considerations
319 No additional Comment
320 Political leadership and the people they placed in non political positions under the previous administration heavily influenced scientific work.
321 .
322 Prior Administration's efforts to hold up good science or twist use of data to benefit a policy choice instead of using science as intended
323

Too many bureaucratic hoops and too few opportunities to pursue the science needs of the agency.  
, is being pursued and redundancy avoided. The scientific method must be employed in every setting.

324 I work in HR. Not related to this.
325 Think decisions and information sharing over the calendar years for this survey walked very close to the line between policy choices and science leading to some uncertainty, 

allegations, mistrust, etc.
326

Unclear why document approvals were delayed and who delayed them.  Documents not brought back for a final workgroup review before release, even though changes may 
have been made by reviewers.  Public relations or internal communications about the work product that are incorrect scientifically and confusing.

327
Factors that hindered: The Trump Administration had a chilling effect on scientific integrity. Many colleagues were scared to even say the word climate change. Although I was 
never directly ordered to purge  material, there was a tacit understanding that we should no longer be using our  

 at various community outreach events. It was beyond disheartening to see this type of self censorship taking place.  
 

 

328 N/A
329 Budget has hindered scientific integrity efforts in one case: support for web site is limited due to budgets for contractor support.
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330
 

.
331 No clear interest in the general advancement of scientific knowledge.
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